texts do not interlink phenomena in a deeper sense although they may offer some overriding framework. The continuous building of core variables to an increasingly more general level does not take place. For that, basic and scholarly research is required.
Marketing is such a captivating, confusing and rich field that no one has been able to sort out its constituent elements and their links on a higher conceptual level, that is, suggest a more general and systemic theory. Much of marketing therefore stays put on a descriptive level, with traces of analysis and conceptualisation but still closer to the substantive data than to a general theory. Research in marketing too often regresses to simplistic surveys without in-depth reflection of the mechanisms under study.
The more general the theory, the better our ability to understand major changes in market conditions (such as new consumer attitudes or the effects of the EU) and the usefulness of technological advances (such as the Internet or mobile communication). Apart from theory being helpful in understanding the new, the new sets new conditions that should pose a challenge to theory, either for refinement or for a paradigm shift. It does not mean that we will at some point in time find a complete and general theory and live happily ever after. It is a road to be travelled, and the destination is not definite and static, but if we never hit the road no progress will take place. Scholars are Flying Dutchmen, who are doomed to travel and are not allowed to dock in a harbour.
It is further my contention that relationship marketing can offer the beginnings of a general theory, using relationship, networks and interaction as its core variables (Gummesson, 1999) . These variables keep surfacing from the developments of marketing that I have been involved in during the past 30 years; they reappear more often than any other variables. It is not my intention to``prove'' that I am right but to draw the attention to the fragile scaffolding of marketing and make this discourse interesting and credible by discussing what could add to a more general theory or impede progress.
The staggering amount of research and practitioner experience offered today through reports, articles, books, dissertations, conferences, TV and the Internet is a token of marketing being a bewildering field. There is no chance for anyone to spot and extract the most seminal contributions from these sources. In that sense marketing is production-oriented, storing new knowledge but not managing to reach out. Consequently there is waste of brainpower and talent. When something has attracted a critical mass, such as services marketing in the 1980s and relationship marketing in the 1990s, there is no tradition to lift it into general marketing theory, either getting leverage from old theory or to replace it. Instead the new is presented as a special case and an add-on. Developing general marketing theory requires integration of new lessons on a higher conceptual level than the theory in existence, or to change the foundation of marketing theory.
The verdict is that we have more data in marketing than we can handle, or in other words: marketing is overpopulated and there is a housing shortage. On a business level, data warehouses contain an overwhelming amount of customer In the discussions of the development and future of general marketing theory, the US standpoint dominates the global arena. However, discussions are also ongoing in other countries. In Europe, recent contributions among others are a review of the historical evolution of marketing on a more international scale by Baker (1999a) , and fierce and unorthodox attacks in the postmodern spirit, above all from Brown (1998 Brown ( , 2000 . The intention here is not to list all the contibutions over the years but to focus on the present situation. Furthermore, the article is limited to efforts where I have been involved for three decades, often referred to as the Nordic School. Despite all the attempts to redefine and renew marketing, nothing really seems to have happened in the practice of basic research and the general marketing theory.
Let me just mention two landmark contributions out of many. Alderson's (1957) general theory of marketing may have been too elaborate even for academics to handle -which is a pity; perhaps the time is ripe five decades later? Zaltman et al. (1982) submitted an eclectic and audacious review of theory-generation processes that has not become part of the mainstream research in marketing. There is reason to wonder whether publications and conferences bring marketing ahead or if there is a mystical force -perhaps an evil conspiracy -that controls what really happens.
With all the marketing wisdom at hand, is it then no more than a folly to add to the literature? Feeling forced to read up on everything before one speaks out and trying to find a``story-line'' of the developments in marketing -is there one? -has a choking effect; there is no oxygen left for one's thoughts. As the things that strike me as important are not well communicated through textbooks, which do set the standard for what areas to master and prioritise, there should be scope for more literature. There are pivotal questions to ask: How come services, quality and relationships were not easily identified in the affluence of marketing literature? How come trivial contributions from simplistic survey techniques are easily accepted by journal reviewers as long as the script is neatly crafted? How come we cannot say that general marketing theory is moving ahead?
The Nordic School has broadened its domain from initially services marketing to merge services marketing with the network approach to businessto-business marketing (B-to-B), traditional marketing management and other disciplines within management, such as quality, resulting in a generalised approach where relationships, networks and interaction appear as central concepts (Gummesson, 1994 (Gummesson, , 1999 Gummesson et al., 1997; Grönroos, 1997 Grönroos, , 2000 Edvardsson and Gustafsson, 1999) . Researchers in Sweden, in what is usually referred to as the IMP (industrial marketing and purchasing) tradition, were early in observing the heavy emphasis on networks in B-to-B marketing practice, and the lack of theory to explain it; for a review, see Ha Êkansson and Snehota (1995) . These approaches are mainly conceptualisations from inductive and comparative research and not the outcome of surveys and other statistical techniques favoured in the marketing research literature. Nordic researchers soon linked up internationally. Through organisations such as European Academy of Marketing (EMAC), American Marketing Association (AMA) and individual contacts, networks were established, beginning in the 1970s and three decades later more alive than ever with new generations constantly joining in.
The USA have the popular image of being thought leaders in marketing, but considerable contributions come from other countries. A major problem for Europeans is that the top US journals are practically closed to non-US authors, whereas European journals are open for US authors (Danell, 2001) . Furthermore, European academics read US journals but US academics rarely read European journals. European researchers -out of modesty, lack of confidence or ambition, or inability to promote themselves, often reinforced by language barriers -succumb to a US hegemony. They unnecessarily clone themselves on US icons instead of enriching marketing with original knowledge from their own cultures. Nordic researchers have continued their efforts both to contribute to theory and ally with the Americans and the British in the first place, but also with other European countries and Australia and New Zealand.
Marketing management as presented in textbooks and taught at universities suffers from two major weaknesses:
(1) it lacks a general, theoretical foundation and therefore offers a poor context for conceptual understanding and development of contemporary phenomena; and (2) it is pedagogical and easy to grasp, sometimes driven by a desire to make the text attractive and therefore offering unfortunate simplifications, sometimes more aligned with the media hype than profoundly addressing core variables and their links.
Claims like competition is global, everything changes faster and faster, Internet shopping will take over, technology is good and only delayed by customer inertia, are present-day mantras. Many such claims are founded on scattered observations and wishful thinking, then overexposed during an ephemeral period. Some of them are no doubt true in specific cases but do not necessarily earn a place in the sustainable development of general theory.
Yesterday, today, tomorrow: a balancing act
My thesis is that the foundation of marketing management and the theoretical fragments that are introduced in textbooks need replacement. It is, however, no simple feat to determine whether history and established research and theory provide a stage for the future, or whether they just cement the next generation to the bottom of the sea. Baker (1999b, p. 817) raises the issue about the risk of reinventing the wheel, as in many texts no citation is more than ten years old. This is an important observation as marketers are incessantly exposed to old phenomena dressed up in new clothing. Repeatedly reverting to the``classics'' can also turn into a mental prison. In studying the sociology of science, one learns both from literature and experience that scientists with great promotion abilities get much more attention than others, not necessarily bearing a relation to their true scientific contribution. Once a concept, model or reference has reached a critical mass and appeared in the Journal of Marketing, it will appear everywhere, both for serious study and celebrity name-dropping in reference lists. Less-known authors publishing in less highly ranked journals and in other languages than English will not be noticed internationally, especially if presenting novel ideas, even if these are seminal. Science becomes a commodity competing on the market just like new products have difficulties to get a foothold on markets dominated by an oligopoly of powerful players. The original mission of science -to find the``truth'' about``reality'' and offer solutions -is pushed aside. The belief that if the new has substance it will compete its way to eventual recognition is wishful thinking.
Scholars can be inventors or interpreters. The inventor finds something genuinely new or conceptualises a piece of reality that has previously not been observed or been communicated to larger audiences. Being an interpreter is probably the more common role for a scholar. He or she describes what is already in progress and lifts it conceptually, thus making it explicit, or repositions and reconceptualises the old and known to fit a contemporary context.
In a recent book from the AMA (Fisk et al., 2000) , ten long-time contributors to services marketing give their personal and subjective account of how service research evolved over the past few decades. The advantage of such an approach is that it does not tell the history of services marketing but ten histories. The ten researchers perceive the past, the present and the future differently, and are inspired by different sources and events, but there is also overlap and consensus. The histories show progress. We have learnt that goods and services are partially different; that the interactive service encounter includes the customer in a partially simultaneous production, delivery and consumption process; that customer-to-customer interaction is important; that customers evaluate service quality in the service encounters; that all offerings consist of both goods and services; that goods and services can be both substitutes and supplements; that the service content of manufacturing firms is often higher than the goods content; and more. The future includes issues such as concern about service quality and how to take advantage of e-services. Unfortunately, it can already be seen that services marketing is partially stuck in some early and illusory models, some being perpetuated in the literature as if no real progress had occurred.
It would have been ideal if this knowledge had become an integral part of more general and upgraded textbook theory and not been added as a special case. As beneficial as the informed, reflective and constructive historian can be to put events into perspective, just as detrimental to theory generation can be the destructive researcher. I have encountered three such archetypes:
(1) Prosecutors. (Lennstrand, 2001; Frostling-Henningsson, 2000; Carlell, 2001; Eggert and Fassott, 2001) . The problem arises when shallow analysis, overexposure and eagerness to find the quick fix favour a cosmetic facade at the expense of insights into the nucleus of the new.
I used to listen to the demands for proof and rigour, the warnings, and the fad and fashion proponents because I think one could learn from listening. I realise now that I listened too much, probably out of insecurity and lack of selfconfidence, but also because I naively thought that famed professors, highly visible speakers and high-profile news media like The Times were dedicated to innovative thinking and reflective analysis, all in the name of knowledge enhancement.
In conclusion, do not fool yourself to believe that knowledge is cumulative and that new knowledge should be subpoenaed to arrange itself neatly on the foundations of traditional science and textbooks. New knowledge with a different vantage point is the essence of a paradigm shift. Services, quality and relationships are phenomena that should play lead roles in the third millennium. Old knowledge should be used wherever it qualifies for use; it should never be discarded because of age and never be justified by age; the old economy does not die but in part because of the new economy. Simultaneously, do not fool yourself to believe that everything presented as new is new, or that hyped media messages are either right or wrong. This may sound difficultand it is. Both history, the present and the future are characterised by uncertainty.
Marketing as the science of missing the obvious Among the spectacular misses, which did not surface in research in marketing until the past two of three decades, are services, quality and relationships. These phenomena are eternal and basic to human life and society, just as basic as air, soil, water and fire. How then can they remain practically unnoticed in general marketing theory until lately and be considered special cases? Babies understand them; they seem to be part of the genetic code and human instincts. Babies are most demanding and outspoken consumers of services, quality and relationships. They are selfish and their feedback is instant and distinct. They know what service is; they cry when they are hungry or uncomfortable. They demonstrate their perception of quality by spitting out the food they do not like. They know what relationships are before they can walk and talk, and the close physical relationship with the mother is considered a most essential antecedent to a good life. Services, quality and relationships will occupy their days until they die.
Despite their omnipresence and importance, these generic elements remained virtually unnoticed in marketing by academic researchers, educators and textbook writers. And they still do not earn a place in a general marketing theory, they are added on top of the old marketing cake: a strawberry for services, a cherry for quality and a slice of kiwi for relationships. They are treated as just a few among a plethora of factors in marketing. Let me comment on each of them in an effort to give credibility to the view that they are of paramount importance for general marketing theory.
Services
Services are provided by private firms, governments and voluntary organizations, and they are part of family and working life. Until the late 1970s they were considered non-important to western economies, all in the sprit of Adam Smith and Karl Marx. Services were second rate compared to goods. They were invisibles, intangibles and residuals. However, goods and services always appear in tandem in an offering; there are always goods (things) and always services (activities), a tenet that is accepted but has never been adequately sorted out. Goods and services are partially substitutes, partially supplements. From a customer point of view there is no such thing as a service sector and a manufacturing sector; these categories are superimposed on the economy by the producers, they are product-oriented, not customer-oriented. Unfortunately, official statistics perpetuate these obsolete categories, not mirroring the reality of the old economy. Nor do statistics mirror the reality of the new economy, as some of its major drivers, such as IT and knowledge, have no proper categories.
In textbook theory, goods were tangible, manufactured in large factories with smoky chimneys. Goods were macho and services were sissies. If services were noted at all, it was as service to machinery, or as industries such as banking or transportation, but services were not conceptually elevated to a more general level. One of the major service industries, goods distribution through wholesaling and retailing, was treated as a logistics problem of moving and storing goods, and with scale economies and lowest cost as the key. It was not treated from a customer service and revenue perspective. Textbooks claimed that services marketing was the same as goods marketing.
Services are beginning to be understood by academia. As has been shown above, services have specific properties that affect marketing. Furthermore, it is understood that services dominate employment -70 to 90 percent of all employed, the ratio depending on definition, are working with services. One group of services, which is not treated properly even in the service literature, includes essential life-supporting services, and they are to a large extent government services. They are often monopolised but increasingly deregulated and privatised, or combine government and private services. Striking a balance between what should best be government-operated services and what should best be private services is most difficult. Competition as a regulator works well to a degree; its benefits are eventually exhausted, something that is little discussed in textbooks. The competition axiom, however, holds that companies with satisfied customers will survive and those with bad services and dissatisfied customer will not. Among the essential and life-supporting services are health care, education, legal services and utilities such as water distribution, services that are available for some but not for others, where there are often long waiting times, a highly variable quality and scarcity. This could be contrasted with the common claims that there is a surplus of everything in the wealthy economies of the USA and western Europe. It is true that there is no shortage of variants of yoghurt and potato chips -with very doubtful food qualities -but there is a shortage of natural foods. The whole food sector is a political sector, heavily regulated and subsidised. Competitions exist as one of several dimensions, but it is not the overriding property of the food market. The same goes for the essential, basic services of life.
Services are perspectives rather than categories. So it is never goods against services; it is always services with goods. Services first, because it is valueenhancing services we are looking for, irrespective of the medium that carries them, a thing or an activity.
We are still treating services superficially in general textbook theory. As has been noted above, service research has taught us a number of fundamental lessons. Yet we do not know how to define services generically nor do we know how to define goods; we settle for listing them in traditional production-centric categories: hotels, banks, potatoes or tomatoes. We do not understand their atoms, molecules, electrons and genes. That is, we are still scratching the surface. If geologists and people in the iron industry knew no more about rock and iron than we know about goods and services, there would be no roads and no cars. In this respect, the industrial society and the service society correspond to the Stone Age and the Bronze Age. And here come e-services, perhaps an Iron Age, so fast that we can hardly tickle their skin before they are gone or have established themselves.
Isn't there a need for merging services with general textbook theory?
Quality Quality was long considered so self-evident and trivial that it was hardly mentioned in marketing textbooks. If it were, it was said to be important and that companies should strive for the highest possible quality. They could not improve quality too much, however, because quality was so outrageously costly and resource demanding that customers were not willing to pay for it. Quality was defined by the``knowledgeable'' expert in the design and engineering department, not by the``ignorant'' user and customer. Quality was an issue for operations management, not for marketing and sales. Quality was handled on the shop floor, not by top management. Gradually quality of goods and services in western industrialised countries contracted a cough, which turned into chronic bronchitis and lethal pneumonia. The complacency of the UK and US auto industry, for example, was divine. According to US car manufacturers, customers did not want safety or fuelsaving engines, they wanted big cars and fashion, and they obviously loved to bring their cars in for repair and maintenance. Accidents were explained as`d river error'', not as faulty engineering, design and manufacturing. The Japanese took over the initiative and conquered not only the auto industry but invaded every corner of the manufacturing sector. The established corporations in Europe and the USA kept repeating, monotonously like Rama Krishna chanters:``We are the best!'' One aspect of quality is well established on the very top of the marketing agenda, namely customer satisfaction, but it was previously not noted by the quality discipline with its operations management focus. So marketing has contributed to the modern quality concept although other aspects of quality were not noted by marketers, among others service quality, but they had not been noted by the established quality management tradition either. Every consumer knew that service quality was bad. As consumers we spend every day of our lives in a service setting, a genuine field laboratory. We have all had our share of late trains and aircraft, overcharging taxi drivers, hotels that could not find our reservation when we arrived, sloppy plumbers, unreliable auto repair and unpleasant waiters in restaurants. Everybody knew that too often government agencies did not treat citizens well, putting them in waiting lines forever, rarely being available on the phone, sending citizens unintelligible letters, and behaving condescendingly. Everybody knew that hospital services, day care and elder care, police services, the services of the legal system and education constituted major problems and were often in short supply.
The concepts of customer satisfaction, customer-perceived quality and value, and links to the bottom line and long-term survival are now being discussed more than ever (Oliver, 1997; Johnson and Gustafsson, 2000) . The axiom that a satisfied customer will re-purchase and become profitable is questioned. What do companies really know about customer satisfaction -and how much do they care?
Through prestigious quality awards we have become aware that quality is an inherent property of every function of a company, including marketing. ISO 9000 has taught companies in B-to-B that they must be able to pass a minimum quality level in their processes and operations and become certified; without the ISO stamp you will not even be on the list of potential suppliers. The new 2000 version of ISO will be even more demanding.
One of the tenets of total quality management is continuous improvement. It is in alignment with the scholarly spirit within which continuous theory development transforms into theory testing and justification in an endless spiral.
Relationships
Relationships and their close companions, networks and interaction, were hardly mentioned in general marketing textbooks or training courses before 1990. They still have not made any substantial impact on general textbook theory, although texts gradually contain more cases and examples of relationship marketing and CRM. Relationship marketing is beginning to get its own chapter at the end of the textbooks.
Despite the inertia of marketing theory to include relationships, you need not work long in business before hands-on experience tells you that your network of relationships and your ability to interact are instrumental to success. Social skills must be applied to commercial purposes in organizations and markets. If you are in marketing and sales, relationships with customers are in focus. By studying relationship marketing it also became apparent that you need other market relationships: with your own suppliers, with intermediaries, with competitors. You need mega relationships with the media, local governments, the EU and others. You need nano relationships -inside your organizationwith internal customers; as a marketing manager you need working relationships with manufacturing, accounting, personnel and other specialist functions. This multi-level approach to relationship marketing adds theoretical context to relationships, networks and interaction (Gummesson, 1999) .
It stands out as embarrassing that it took so long to understand the very trivial fact that society is a network of relationships. If society is a network of relationships and if business and marketing are subsets or properties of society, then these must also be networks of relationships. This is clearly stressed in Castells ' (1996) treatise of the new economy, where human and electronic networks form the core.
If society is a network of relationships but marketing only recognises this in a footnote or subgroup to some other classification, something is fundamentally wrong; a paradigm shift is called for. But this is not an isolated paradigm shift. It is part of changes everywhere, in organizations, technology, environmental and ecological issues, and other areas. It is supported by modern natural science and the shift from a mechanistic and linear paradigm to a paradigm characterised by complexity, chaos and non-linear, systemic interdependencies:``. . . the basic pattern of life is a network pattern'' (Capra 1997, p. 290) .
Comment
Over almost three decades researchers have been actively involved in the fields of services, quality and relationship marketing. These are all ancient phenomena. Traditional marketing management with the four or more Ps is of course important, and so are a lot of other elements, but research of the past decades indicate that they are one or two levels down the hierarchy of variables. Relationships, networks and interaction are more justified as sub-core variables under the general core variable of relationship marketing.
The special cases of services, quality and relationships are not so special. The allegedly general may actually be the special case.
Intersubjective axioms
All science -social and natural alike -is built on axiomatic assumptions intersubjectively approved among peers. The assumptions are subjective and qualitative. Good assumptions are transparent and reasoned and can be relaxed; they are not protected like a holy shrine. Bad assumptions are the opposite; they are malignant like cancer. They may be there mainly to facilitate the design of beautiful equations and quantitative processing of data, or for political and value-laden advocacy, not to offer valid explanations and understanding of reality. Ritual has taken over at the expense of result. Ritual also offers a comforter for the insecure because a ritual can be fairly distinctly laid out and regulated, while entrepreneurial, innovative research is for risktakers, often without a lifeline. Mainstream researchers are bureaucrats, while true scholars should be entrepreneurs.
In the next sections a sample of four axioms is treated: axioms in economics; in survey research methodology; in categorisation and official statistics; and the core axiom of marketing management, the``marketing concept''.
Axioms in economics
The major reason why microeconomics has not made any contribution to marketing during the past decades -marketing partly came from it once -is that economics has continued to defend carcinogenic assumptions. Unfortunately economists get the Nobel prizes because the Nobel Committee does not represent the economic sciences -as it should do according to its statutes -but almost exclusively economics, including finance. Econometricians are on top of the pecking order, they are so scientific. Now there are also microeconometricians, and two of them shared the Nobel Prize in 2000.
Economic theory is an axiomatic system. It means that the conclusions are contained in the assumptions, the axioms, as you only get responses to the hypotheses you define, the questions you ask, and the categories you investigate. A look at a textbook used at Stockholm University undergraduate economics courses (Schotter, 2001) shows that perfect competition, perfect information, large number of customers where the individual customer has no influence over the outcome of the market, a large number of suppliers, equilibrium of supply and demand, easily divisible products, homogeneous products and homogeneous customers are assumed. Its index does not mention services, quality, relationships, networks and interaction nor branding, intellectual capital, the Internet, B-to-C, B-to-B, C-to-C (customer-to-customer marketing), or M-to-M (machine-to-machine marketing), the last a new and growing reality, especially in B-to-B marketing (Gatarski and Lundkvist, 1998) . The producer and the consumer are still considered clearly-defined entities, whereas in marketing their roles are intertwined, particularly so in services and B-to-B. These realities of marketing are too mushy and woolly to be considered; they mess up the rigour and beauty of received categories, equations and graphs.
Yes, there are other``typical'' markets described, such as monopoly and oligopoly, but they are very crude categories. They are deviations from the ideal model; in fact the ideal model is nothing but a very special deviation. Tagging``deviations'' on the most frequent cases is neither scientific nor an epitome of common sense. It rather reminds one of George Orwell's book, 1984, where words had been manipulated to mean their opposites: freedom meant slavery, and democracy meant dictatorship.
Axioms in survey research
The use of survey data is loaded with consensus between the reigning trendsetters in market research. The problems with using sampling for reliable and valid studies abound. One is the increasing non-response rate. For B-to-B surveys it can amount to 80-90 percent, yet the remaining replies are used for advanced statistical processing. Efforts have been made to investigate the nonresponses and some methods have arisen, but they are often difficult to apply with any certainty. Instead, article writers make flat statements like``There is no reason to believe that the response rate has affected the results''. I have even been given the reason that``It is difficult to get business managers to reply so we have to accept a low response rate''. That it is difficult is true, but accepting the low response rate is nonsense if the study is to be used as quantitative evidence and not only for idea generation. If the sample is divided into cells there might be very few observations in each. Why then engage in random sampling?
Another vexing weakness of surveys is the shallowness of the questions and answers. It is an onerous task to find valid categories and concepts that fit a simple scale and to interpret the aggregated outcome. You may be able to draw sweeping conclusions about majorities and averages, but you cannot predict the behaviour of an individual consumer, although relationship marketing and CRM instruct us to think one-to-one and not masses.
The conclusion is that the choice of method is wrong from the very beginning if respondents do not respond; some other method of access should be preferred. When surveys are justified and properly managed they have their place in marketing but they are no cure-all with automatic legitimacy.
The axiom of size
One example of slow or no development in textbooks is the preoccupation with huge companies where profit, growth and stock price rule. The self-employed and the mom-and-pop businesses are not given much attention although entrepreneurship has gradually entered the agenda.
Official statistics on size are shaky to say the least, probably because it is not feasible to define business operations within the paradigm of the statistical tradition; the statistical community is on a ghost hunt. What these statistics are used for except for academic exercise and what conclusions can be drawn from them is an enigma. Let me submit one observation about the importance of small business that is not considered in textbook theory. According to the definitions in official statistics, Britain has 3.5 million companies, most of them small family businesses that will stay small. Lowe's (1988) study of the survival of hotels in Scotland supports a known fact that profit maximisation, growth and becoming a public company are rarely on the small company's agenda; the drivers are survival and preferred lifestyle. Definitions of``company'' are fuzzy and arbitrary and vary between countries; the phenomena they try to capture entail so much diversity. However insignificant these businesses appear in marketing textbooks, they provide 50, perhaps even 60 or 70 percent of all employment. Sweden has 800,000 companies, of which 600,000 are one-man operations and most of the rest employ one or two people (Hult et al., 2000) . Ericsson is one of Sweden's major global companies with about 100,000 employees, a third of them in Sweden. The one-man operations alone employ 600,000 people, which is six times the size of Ericsson on a global scale and 18 times the number of people in Sweden that have employment with Ericsson.
The point is that``small'' companies are underrepresented in textbook theory. Furthermore, the whole concept of small, medium and large companies is obsolete. In the new economy where companies are recognised as networks of internal and external relationships, the number of employees tells a misleading story, perhaps once relevant for the hierarchical manufacturing company of the old economy. In today's markets companies do not compete with companies but networks compete with networks. In certain applications, IT allows a single person to operate a global business. The impact of IT can be seen everywhere except in official statistics.
Is the marketing concept an adequate axiom?
Most of us have based our work in marketing on the marketing concept, declaring that satisfying customer needs is the best way to make money. It is a benign axiom worthy of pursuing. It has stood out as practical and ethical, defining a route from production orientation to marketing orientation. It emerged from traditional marketing management but is more in harmony with relationship marketing and CRM. It translates as customer in focus, customer satisfaction, customer-perceived quality and customer retention. But is it really lived, or is it merely rhetoric? My conclusion is both-and, but that it is not general and valid enough to form a solid ground for marketing theory. Other drivers are often more important. Consider these cases:
Retail banking is driven by bankers' tradition, legal subtleties and technicalities, one-sided contracts, pseudo-competition, merger megalomania, IT and short-term shareholder value. Perhaps most important is the lack of transparency for the consumer and the small business. The banking system can always doctor a win-lose situation by manipulating interest rates, fees, commissions and stock-market prices, and for free``borrow'' the consumer's money by delaying transactions. Who needs satisfied customers? Hospitals are not driven by influential medical consumers. They are driven by the medical establishment comprising the strong professional identity of the doctor, and the pharmaceutical and hospital equipment industry. The way the free market operates, pharmaceutical companies can rarely make a cent out of curing people; they make money from a long-term relationship in which the customer becomes prisoner. The ideal is a medication that relieves pain or other symptoms but is needed continuously over a longer period, preferably a lifetime. Medical research is dependent on industry and government for research grants and chairs. Western medicine is based on a narrow paradigm including only a few research techniques, with reference to evidenced-based medicine and scientific rigour. It rejects knowledge arrived at through the broader scientific paradigm of``alternative medicine'', a collective name for a large number of diverse therapies to help patients. If the patient does not fit into the parochial view of reality embraced by established medicine -that is, when hospitals fail -there is a beautiful exit to save face: the patient is classified as a victim of the placebo effect (silly patients imagining things) or a case for the psychiatrist.
The biotech industry is driven by professional interests and financial gains.``Genetic manipulation'' has been given the euphemistic label`g enetically modified'', with the unobtrusive acronym GMO (genetically modified organism), to make manipulated food sound harmless, even beneficial, to the consumer. The method to market GMO is not the marketing mix and the 4Ps; it is marketing on a mega level. It is elaborate lobbying to infiltrate political and administrative decision processes; rewarding scientists who support the industry by giving credibility to qualities of products that research results do not justify; gradually smuggling GMOs into the food store so that there will be no return; confusing the issue, knowing that if people get ill and the GMO is suspected there will be long-drawn-out legal proceedings and it will still be difficult with laboratory methods to establish legally the cause and effect link between the GMO and an individual's disorder. Similar strategies have been practised before, to the benefit of many companies and a disaster to consumers and nations, for example, fluoridating water for tooth protection, unsafe nuclear plants, and the health hazards of cigarette smoking. At a conference held by the American Association for the Advancement of Science in February 2001, it was established that`t he scientific experts'' demand the consumer to trust them and not question what they are doing. The biotech industry has launched the concept of``substantial equivalence'', sounding very scientific to the layman but only meaning that a genetically manipulated food product, such as the American Flavr Savr tomato, is essentially, but not quite, the same an original tomato. This is a traditional, production-oriented, arrogant and consumer-adverse attitude.
The IT industry is driven by technology and enthused hackers, and its axiom is that all new technology is a blessing to mankind. IT development since IBM in the 1960s is a highway paved with unfulfilled promises, loading costs on to customer and society. Even though`c ustomer-friendly'' was used as a slogan, the user often found computers unfriendly, and still does. Microsoft Word used to have a manual of 870 pages, now to be found in the software itself, but it is still difficult for ordinary users to find what they are looking for. Most companies have problems with their own Web sites, especially if a site is designed as a marketplace for ordering; customers quickly become weary of not finding pertinent information. An important marketing strategy is to make hardware and software obsolete, for example by expanding the need for memory capacity and thus making it impossible to use three-year-old hardware for new software. Furthermore, it may be difficult for a user to get support when various features do not work and bugs and viruses play games.
These cases represent two of the largest service sectors, the financial and the medical sector, and two of the largest growth industries, biotechnology and IT. The customer-adverse side of their activities has been highlighted in the descriptions but the industries also add value to the customer: lend money, treat medical disorders, and facilitate data processing and communication. However, neither is primarily driven by customer needs, although many people who work there are no doubt seriously committed to customers, convinced that what they do is beneficial to welfare. The strongest drivers, however, are probably technology, professional interests, competitive instincts, compulsion for domination and power, financial rewards, and sometimes excessive greed. Interaction in a network of relationships with politicians, legislators, scientists, investors and the media, that is on a mega level above the market, is the first priority for marketing; the 4Ps and other tools of marketing management furnish lower-level strategies. A crucial question is if the marketing concept is at all realistic, given the way human beings are.
The conclusion is that the marketing concept does not serve well as a general foundation for marketing. It needs to be replaced or paralleled by another concept that recognises that there are and will be other drivers than customer needs and customer satisfaction. In a similar vein, Doyle (2000) is concerned that marketing has not had the impact on the boardroom that it deserves. One reason could be that the customer focus is not believed to enhance shareholder value:
Marketers can no longer afford to rely on the untested assumption that increases in customer satisfaction . . . will automatically translate into higher financial performance (Doyle, 2000, p. 310 ).
Marketing management: science or art, theory or theatre, commodity or progress? The logotype of the Royal Institute of Technology in Stockholm, Sweden, carries the inscription``Science and Art''. How can that be? We are taught that natural sciences and technology research is firmly grounded in facts that are systematically collected, processed and tested with rigorous and objective methods. That is the image that universities and their professors peddle on the market, usually with success. The mantras of``science'',``scientifically proven'' or``there is no scientific evidence to support the fears of consumers'' are most powerful in deceiving not only the audience, but also the professors themselves.
When scientific research in marketing has as its foundation subjectivity and intersubjectivity, expressed as qualitative assumptions that are appointed axioms, there is obviously something other than statistical rigour that matters. Tarkovsky (1986), one of the great film directors of our time, offers a connection. He asks the question``Who needs art?'', giving multiple answers. He quotes Alexander Block, who said that``the poet creates harmony out of chaos'', and Pushkin, who believed the poet had the gift of prophecy (Tarkovsky, 1986, p. 36) . Tarkovsky (1986, p. 37) concludes:
And so, art like science, is a means of assimilating the world, an instrument for knowing it in the course of man's journey towards what is called``absolute truth''.
As marketers we fantasise about order in chaotic and rapidly-changing markets and the ability to predict and find absolute truths, the super-strategy that will make the fairy-tale come true. Tarkovsky (1986, p. 36) says further:
In any case it is perfectly clear that the goal for all art -unless of course it is aimed at thè`c onsumer'', like a saleable commodity -is to explain to the artist himself and to those around him what man lives for, what is the meaning of existence. To explain to people the reason for their appearance on this planet; or not to explain, at least to pose the question.
Marketing also needs to understand the reason for its being, and to explain it to the world. Deductively posing questions from existing theory is one startingpoint for understanding reality. Another is to prompt reality inductively to come up with answers to questions not yet asked and thus reinvent marketing theory. It is somewhat like the popular TV-quiz``Jeopardy'', where a statement is made and the contestant must find a question to match it. The exception to art is the saleable consumer commodity, which we will come back to later.
The words theory and theatre have the same Greek roots. Good theory puts a phenomenon in context and makes it comprehensible. Good theatre conveys a message through a variety of media: speech, music, costume, gesture, action, decor and light, performed on the stage or on the screen.
True science -scholarship -is art, research is handicraft; scholars are architects, researchers are carpenters. Science and art both include theory generation, innovation, paradigmatic breakthroughs and entrepreneurship. Good art needs handicraft; a good actor is interpreting his or her role with empathy and personality, but must undergo systematic training and rehearsals to become skilled in communicating a message. A good scholar crafts his or her presentations and publications to become legible, even exciting.
Universities should deliver both science and art, but are mainly delivering and remunerating handicraft. Marketing professors -with few exceptionsseem scared of the art part, the scholarship. It is safer to stick by peer-approved methodology and techniques traditions -the hammer and the saw -and the axioms of the current mainstream.
Tarkovsky asked who needs art. We could ask: Who needs business schools? The professors and administrators, or the students, the business community and society? If you practice business you soon learn that you have to sell at a higher price than you bought; that it is easier if you are the sole provider; and that customers like you better if you are likeable and are then more likely to come back. You also learn that customers do not often understand their own best interests, for example, paying more attention to the colour and taste of food than to its nutritional value. Therefore you can swindle them without their noticing, for example by using cost-saving additives, artificial colour and flavour and incomprehensible -but scientific-lookinglistings of ingredients on the package. According to Blumberg's (1989) extensive studies, this type of fraud is practised in every industry.
What then can research in marketing from business schools offer of unique value? What distinguishes the university and higher education from other types of learning institutions is that faculty is engaged in scholarly research, and is able to convey scientific knowledge to students. However, basic research and theory do not stand out as priorities in business schools where popularity and quality ratings provide an incentive to adhere to the traditional and add a glazing of media-hyped issues in commodity-like textbooks, courses and research proposals.
The craft of writing and editing a textbook is well developed. Its pedagogical qualities are high. The critical issue then is not form, it is content. Should research and education in marketing be commodities or continuous progress? The textbook has become a supermarket product, branded by its title and the name of the author. It has all the properties of a mass-marketed product; it offers a can of consumer behaviour, a six-pack of conjoint analysis, a bottle of CRM. The financial outcome depends on the number of copies sold and the longevity of the book, including intermittently revised editions. For the textbook writer and course producer this may be absolutely right.
A reason for not keeping up with the developments and integrating new knowledge with current textbooks theory was given by a successful textbook writer:``Marketing professors are very conservative''. They do not want their ground shaking from an earthquake registering a 7 reading on the Richter scale; they want only a slight tremor. They want to recognise the taste of the textbook Big Mac or Coca-Cola.
Let us revert to Tarkovsky, the film director, and his earlier remark on art as a saleable commodity. He continues (Tarkovsky, 1986, p. 164): All manufacture . . . has to be viable in order to function and develop, it has not merely to pay for itself but to yield a certain profit. As a commodity, therefore, a film succeeds or fails and its aesthetic value is established, paradoxically enough, according to supply and demand -to straightforward market laws . . . As long as cinema remains in its present position, it will never be easy for a true cinematic work to see the light of day, let alone become accessible to a wider public.
Of course the yardsticks by which art is distinguished from non-art, from sham, are so relative, indistinct and impossible to demonstrate, that nothing could be easier than to substitute for aesthetic criteria purely utilitarian measures of assessment, which may be dictated either by the desire for the greatest possible financial profit or from some ideological motive.
Either is equally far from the proper use of art.
I would like to add the same for business school research in marketing. The real basic and independent research is also essential.
Interactive research: a note on the process of knowing Although this article is focused on the known -the results of research in the form of more adequate theory -the process of knowing is intimately linked to the known. My interest in theory has gradually brought me closer to qualitative methods and the philosophy of science philosophies as expressed in hermeneutics, phenomenology and the humanities, and away from quantification and positivism of traditional natural sciences. This transition is caused by the limitations experienced in quantitative research and the complacent, taken-for-granted attitude of marketing academics that statistical studies are the key to the truth, the superior approach, the cureall. From my experience both as a producer of surveys, a buyer of market research, and a user of marketing data, I have seen it deliver only in special cases. By giving preference to a highly deductive, survey-based approach, researchers contract chronic myopia. Opportunities of getting closer to the``real reality'' and thus securing validity are pushed aside by a fascination for intricacies of research techniques, mistaking the outcome for a valid image. In saying this, I do not disqualify quantitative research as such, only claim that it is over-used and over-rated as a tool in decision making and implementation in business. An ingenious concept, category or theory gives much more guidance than survey distributions, standard deviations, staples and random samples. Together with experience, tacit knowledge and intuition, theory gives a structure and a framework, a context. My stance is further explicated in Gummesson (2000) .
One area of deep concern is analysis and interpretation. Here science and art have another rendezvous. When complex and ambiguous social phenomena like marketing are studied, completely explicit and systematic analysis is usually not feasible. Intuition is also required as it is often impossible to know exactly how to process data and how one arrives at conclusions. Intuition as a concept goes back to the fifth century and has been a topic for philosophers since Larsson (1892) . Intuition is often called non-scientific and irrational, but philosophers define intuition as``complete knowledge of reality'',``ability to quickly draw conclusions'', and``the instantaneous perception of logical connections and truths'' (Matti, 1999, pp. 5-7) . Genuine intuition is not a whim of the moment but an elaborate synthesis of huge amounts of data, processed in a nano second. It is not testable in the sense that the commonly-used criteria of reliability and replicability demand. However, this can be offset in many ways. The most important way, whenever feasible, is to use research results in business practice and see how they work. Another way is to treat science as a journey and make continuous, never-ending improvements, just like total quality management recommends. Continuous theory generation means a continuous challenge of received theory and continuous justification of new theory. During this iterative process, credibility to the reader can be reinforced by offering rich descriptions and discussions as well as alternative interpretations.
My methodological favourites gradually became: case-study research, recognising wholeness, complexity, chaos, ambiguity and the need for in-depth understanding; grounded theory, generating theory by letting reality emerge and become gently conceptualised without forcing; anthropology and ethnography, emphasising the importance of being where the action is; action research, where the researcher is both involved in making things happen and doing detached reflecting; and narrative research, which makes reality come alive and move nearer to art.
A package of these methodological strands led to my current methodologyin-use, interactive research (Gummesson, 2001) . The choice of label originates from the conviction that interaction and communication play a crucial role in all stages of research. On an abstract and general level, life has already been described as networks of relationships within which interaction takes place. Instead of searching for straightforward and partial causality, the scholar searches for a systemic whole, with individual and complex patterns of interactive relationships.``Interactive'' is the core property of this type of research.
The elements of interactive research represent various interactions, such as between the researcher and the object of study and its actors; between the researcher's consciousness and qualities of his or her inner self; between substantive data and general concepts; between the parts and the whole; between words, numbers, non-verbal/body language and tacit language; and between data collection, analysis, interpretation and conclusions treated as concurrent, non-linear and dynamic elements of scholarly inquiry.
My addition to interactive research includes interaction with audiences and computers. By presenting concepts, ideas and tentative results, we test our ability to interact with different target groups: students, professors and practitioners. Encounters with audiences are not the end of a research programme aiming to sell our findings. They are an integral part of the whole research process. They force us to express ourselves and make knowledge transferable between people. They offer dialogue and learning opportunities.
Presenting research is demanding. To make slides legible, we are forced to structure, condense, conceptualise and generalise substantive data. PowerPoint gives us the options of playing with words, diagrams, drawings, scanned pictures, colours, photos, animation and sound, making our message attractive. These aids do not rule out close human contact and informal dialogue. Lectures and seminars become interactive stage performances. Theory and theatre merge, and presenting research becomes one of the performing arts. The computer also offers interaction between researchers and their text as it allows them to write, draw, edit and print as a technically almost effortless, non-stop process. The text becomes alive and speaks back as we see it neatly appearing on the computer screen, much like the film screen tells us a story. Internet and e-mail extend interaction opportunities beyond the physical stage.
In interactive research, theory generation and theory testing are not consecutive stages. It is not a matter of reading up on all the literature, then do exploratory, conceptual and qualitative pilot studies, and eventually``do the real thing and go empirical'' by testing hypotheses with numbers. Through iterative theory generation we build a helix of never-ending search for knowledge. We go from pre-understanding, to understanding, to a new level of pre-understanding, and so on; and from description of specific substantive data to concepts that serve as vehicles for reaching more general theory levels. In certain phases, statistical deductive testing can be used, but the strategy is continuous theory development, where improved or completely changed theories constitute the test results.
Guidelines for future theory generation
The article has claimed that general and valid marketing management theory is in short supply; there is a gap between theory and practice. Most of the elements of current marketing textbooks, among them the 4P marketing mix, date back to the 1960s and new elements have been added over time. It has become a``theory mess'' with little effort to formalise marketing theory on a progressively higher level. Textbooks form the worldview and mindset of marketing students but have become lists or encyclopedias of a fragmented mainstream: concepts, models, partial theories, cases and experiences edited to become palatable to educators and students, those who include books in courses and buy the books. Today's textbooks are branded products, exposed on the shelves among soda drinks and mayonnaise. To improve on the situation, the following guidelines are suggested:
We need basic research with the task of arriving at more valid theory and more general theory. Academe could contribute here; in fact, that is its unique domain for contribution. Research should not only be applied -consultants and companies themselves can do that as well -but academe could add the more long-term, basic research which consultants and companies rarely engage in. This would include reflective choice of marketing axioms.
New developments in marketing are not being integrated in general theory; they just expand the smorgasbord. Services, quality and relationships, which are generic traits of life and society, are such developments that have been at the centre of attention for this article. A good theory offers a context in which data can be placed and interpreted. The numerous models and partial theories of marketing -which may be excellent per se -do not provide an overriding context that helps us acquire a systematic view of marketing. An ideal would be if textbooks presented a synthesis of marketing knowledge rather than an edited menu of available dishes. Here is a dilemma and paradox, but not an oxymoron. We need theory for guidance, but not for obedience; we should go back to the``classics'' to get a perspective, but for application today most of the``classics'' are in need of upgrading or replacement. Also we must propose more valid and general theory, discarding extant theory whenever we find it called for, irrespective of its standing in the academic community. We need to save the cake, eat the cake and bake a new cake -all at the same time. We should not add the new on top of the old cake, but put it in the dough and mix well.
We need to strike a balance between the deductive and the inductive, and be more inductive and open to reality and practice, and less deductive and committed to approved theory or research techniques. We need to use all our capabilities, including tacit knowledge, reflection, intuition, experience and common sense.
Received theory can lure us to exclude information that does not fit its axioms, concepts, categories and research methods. We need to take seriously the strategies offered by methodologists for avoiding this trap. Kuhn (1962) pointed out that knowledge is only cumulative to a point, then a paradigm shift is required to provide a fresh scientific foundation. Glaser and Strauss' strategies to generate grounded theory (Glaser, 2001) tell us not to get stuck in the mud of received theory, but let theory be grounded in reality and be generated and tested through continued and sensitive comparison. Feyerabend (1975) has urged us not to be trapped by methodological rituals. If scholarly research is viewed as a continuous journey guided by an open, sensitive and reflective mind, theory will be generated and it will test itself in the course of the journey. We should conceptualise continuously in the direction of more and more inclusive, dense and general categories. A key strategy is validity; to get intimate access to the real phenomenon and not a proxy. If high demands on close access, validity and continuous search are applied as key strategies, reliability and replicability will not be an issue. Unfortunately that is not how the scientific community necessarily sees it. Instead of being offered supporting guidelines we are exposed to inhibiting and bureaucracy-like rules and regulations.
Waiting for the general and high validity theory may be like waiting for Godot, the guy who was virtually present during the whole of Samuel Beckett's play, but never showed physically. There is more likely to be several theories that could strive towards generality and validity. Relationship marketing, with its core variables relationships, networks and interaction, is one way of designing a more inclusive general theory.
Follow the alleged progress of knowledge and technology. Be inspiredbut not hyped up -by the media and the icons of IT industry, such as Bill Gates of Microsoft and Jeff Bezos of Amazon.com. Finally, pose a crucial question for the future: which phenomena that are fundamental to marketing are we neglecting this very day, and how can we prepare ourselves to avoid such negligence?
